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Sthes F G " Wostingtonn, D €. 2055
Jue 16, 2006

The I“anorime D(_Jnaltln C. Winter

.Secretary of the Navy

Department of Defense

© o0 1000 Navy Pestagon ~ =~~~ R
Washington, D.C. 20350 \

afd

Dear Becretary Winter,

We're writing to express our desp concem about the Navy's final Engineering Evaluation/Cost
Analysis (EE/CA}:?DE the historic Hangar One at former Moffett Field Naval A Station (NAS)
in California. Accoriing to the BE/CA, the Navy's recommended action alternative for
addressing the suvironmental hazards presented by the structure is demolition and oﬁwsite
disposal of the entize building, Demolition js not the only way to make the Hangar safe, and
choosing demolition over preservetion would show great 'ﬂ};sl-égmﬂ for the Hs’ai%.z&'s Listory, the
m{r}i;}lem{ dﬁe community, and the myviad opportunities for reuse that a cleaned, restored Hangar
e will offer, :

We believe that the protection of public health is wmgnestionably the top priority. Only two of
the Navy's cleanup altexnatives address the Hangar contamination as a Wﬁole, which is essential
to safegnard pu})}ic health, and an action the Navy has promjse& to do. For these Alternatives,
10 and 11, however, the Navy has not acldrssseclviow it will protect the public from exposure to
contamination dusing the cleanup. The zisk of contamination and the costs of preventing it
raust be addressed by whatever alternative is a&o‘pte&. e o

The selection of an alternative must also take into considerstion two other criteria named in the
EB/CA: Historic mitigation and nommunity acceptance. We believe that choosing demolition
. wonld show accmple:be lack of comsideration for both.

Hangar One has a special place in the history of the Navy, the community, and our countey. It
is the focal point of the United States NAS Sum[?vvale Historie District, which is listed on the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and is eligible for an NHRP designation in its
own right. The Hangar exem lifies eaxly twentieth-century military enginsering and the
“Streamline Moderne” style of Art Deco architecture. It remains one of the two lazgest
structures in the U.S. without internal suppoxt. It was revolutionary in its time, and choosing
demolition would completely ignore the Hangar's historical significance. :

The Hangar also has proven to be t:emenc}cusly versa’;ile in use, and we believe it will be again
once dleaned and restored. It has been used by the Navy and the Army since # was frst built in
1932, and has h@use& mﬂi’cary otfices, xe%air and service £aqi§i’cées, and higll—tech aireraft. Before

the f}xiscovery of contaminants forced its closnre, the Hangar was used ]}y e puuic fora growing
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variety of putposes, including open houses, aix chows, and as the home of the Moflett Field
Histozical Museum. The Hangar is located within the NASA Ames Research Center, whitth bas
recently begun several exciling pﬁlﬂiﬂapﬁva;he paxi:msiaips with organizations such as @mgle and
the University of California, Santa Cruz.

Potential viable uses for the Hangar are extensive. ‘There is one use that is cm:renﬂy }Jeing
congidered that we believe has considerable mesit. The San Franciseo Bay Area would greatly
benefit from having a facility that can be used 25 a focal point for disaster relief. In -the%ilaely
ovent that the Bay Avea experiences a catastrophic disaster the Hangar would be an excellent
facthity for com:lucting SIETEency TEsponse am}f recovery operations. The Hangar would provide a
much-needed storage and staging cﬁapa]aﬂity for emergency commodity distribition as well as a
base of operations fox urban search and rescue activities.

The lack o£ 2 c]eanup lan_ ]:nasl;mclema lamling for the futuxe use c£ fhe Hangar. Tts past
versaﬁliér is a fiem indicator that it has tie poteni:ial of once again becoming an asset not only to
the people of the San Francisco Bay Area but o all of us that would benefit from having a xobust

ernergency response cap&]:ﬂity on the west coast.

The corrnunity Lelizves &eepiy in the Flangar's Tistoric valne Zad 148 Potenﬁﬁ for reniee, FaTi 1‘.1b.ay
have made their £eelixfs clear. Both the cities of Sunnyvale and Mourntain View have expressed
theix: support for the cleanyp and preservation of the Hangar. Several local newspapers have
publishef editorials in favor of Izeeping the Hangax, and members of the community have
organized themsslves to rally to its canse. The HE/CA itself names community acceptance as a
requirecl.cri’ceria, and the community has made it clear that ele;no]iﬁon is unacceptab &,

We believe demolishing Hangar Ons would be a travesty, saving the Navy a small expenditure,

* but costing the community, the Navy and the country 2 piece of our history and many .
possibilities in our future. We support Alternative 10, full dleanup and preservation of
Ha.f:iax One, and we helieve the Hangar is worth far more than the funds needed to save . We
thank you for your attention to this important matter and look forward to your 'I:imély response.

o G. Behoo & Zoe I;ofgr |
AMermber of Congress. - Member of Congress
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Michael M. Honda
Member of Congress

Ellen O. Tauscher
Member of Congreas
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Tom Leantos

Member of Congress

Fortney “Pete” Stark
Member of Congress

Bm:ha;‘a Lee |
Member of Congress

‘ 7 yon Woolséy
‘Member of Congress

ce: The Honorable B Penn, Assisian'i:‘Secxetaxy‘ of the Navy, Installations and +the -Envimﬁmeﬁt
General Simon "Pete” Worclen, NASA Ames Center Director
M. Rick Weissenborm, BRAC Buvironmental Coordinator, Formier NAS Moffett Field

Mz, Cluistopher Cora, U.S. Faovivonmental Protection Agency, Region IX

Mr. Stephen D. Mikessel, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
M. Judy Huong, Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francieco Bay Region



